What is the place and the purpose of anthropology today? Are anthropologists able to react aptly to the current issues and problems in ever-changing societies and approach them in an accurate and scientifically rigorous way? In the last decades, ethnology and social anthropology have faced many challenges. These resulted in uncertainties about their position in post-colonialist and -in this part of the world -post-socialist societies. When we consider the position of ethnology, usually a concern about its relation to anthropology comes into question first. The comparison between these two disciplines has been widely discussed by various authors (e.g.
more so ethnology) is not focused solely on the present times, but also it is not imprisoned in the past (G. Lutherová, Hlinčíková, 2016: 10) . Certainly, that is not its vice but rather an advantage. What anthropologists should opt for is to provide socially relevant research findings, regardless of the choice of the specific theme of their inquiry.
This issue of Slovak Ethnology includes four papers from social anthropologists/ ethnologists, based in Slovakia. They present a wide range of research topics (history of science, ethno-tourism, neo-shamanism and oral history interviews) and show various ways how to do anthropological research. While reading them, we might wonder -what makes anthropology unique? According to Tim Ingold, anthropology is anchored in seeking "a generous, comparative but nevertheless critical understanding of human being and knowing" (Ingold, 2007: 69) . In regard to this, a crucial element is the researchers' interest in the people and the ambition to analyse social phenomena on various levels; the ability to absolve from your own position and put yourself in the place of the other; and the aim to approach the object of the research holistically and interpret it from various perspectives (G. Lutherová, Hlinčíková, 2016) . As characterized by Ľubica Voľanská: "thanks to ethnological research instruments, we can (...) better understand daily life issues through the context of culture and possibly subject them to criticism" (Voľanská, 2018: 180) . Simply put, anthropology provides an insight into the lives of others. More importantly, it gives voice to and enables those, who are not able or cannot let themselves be heard otherwise. When you get to understand people, then you might be able to empathize with them. And indeed, empathy could be a solution for many burning issues of the present.
TO A P P ROAC H T H E P U B L IC
Is it enough to study co-current and possibly burning societal issues thoroughly, but not to make them heard? Should we be content with anthropological knowledge safely concealed behind "hermetically sealed" walls of academia (McKenna, 2010: 48) ? Media anthropologist Brian McKenna objects to this; according to him, as scientists, we ourselves have to become public intellectuals and to make use of acquired data on the public fora. McKenna finds it paradoxical, that academic anthropology constantly worries about its future perspectives and yet "inhibits public journalistic action" (McKenna, 2010: 47) . From our perspective, anthropologists do not have to become journalists themselves, but they certainly should learn how to present anthropological thoughts in an informative and yet compelling way. Also, they need to address the public on various platforms. Not to think in 'either -or' dichotomy (for example either scientific monograph or something "experimental" such as video or audio output), but to disseminate the anthropological knowledge across various media. To do this, they need to have effective transmedia skills and strategy (Brackenbury, 2016) .
It is certainly not an easy task, to intercede complex research phenomena in an approachable, but still scientifically rigorous way. There are anthropologists who don't keep away from engaging in public discourse, whether it is regular appearance on primetime TV, writing popularization texts for newspapers, or giving interviews and public lectures. However, these activities also need to be valued as a considerable part of scientific work (not only informally but also in formal evaluation at scientific institutions), rather than frowned upon as a peculiar hobby activity. In this sense, we all have to search for the answer to "how to tell and how to listen" -as Monika Vrzgulová proposes in her paper in this issue. Not only how to listen to our informants (or partners in research) and to their personal stories, but also how to present the acquired knowledge to our perspective audience. Vrzgulová herself is certainly the best person to judge. Not only she is a leading expert on oral historical research on the holocaust in Slovakia, but also has personally engaged in many popularization and educational activities, such as (most recently) a civic initiative Zabudnuté Slovensko, 5 realising public discussions about extremism and violence with young people throughout the whole country. In her professional career, Vrzgulová is a stellar example of how to be an engaged anthropologist and -nevertheless -a public intellectual as well.
However, many still perceive the academic world as an isolated environment. This relates to the image and branding of academia among the general public, but it also reflects the perspective of scholars themselves. The way we as anthropologists see ourselves, our position in society, the responsibility towards the public and the need to contribute to the public discussion differs. It is deeply connected to the way we report about our work, how we share our knowledge and engage our partners in research into it. In accordance with Helena Tužinská, we find a contradiction in the stance of anthropologists, who are studying primarily humans and yet they avoid their public responsibility (Tužinská, 2008: 205) . 6 As characterized by Thomas H. Eriksen: "The tension between the internal and the external, between openness and closure, between building knowledge and sharing it, represents a fundamental dilemma in all group dynamics" (Eriksen, 2016: 30) . Therefore, we need to look for the balance in the dissemination of anthropological ideas and knowledge to the wider public. The scientists' engagement within the society is necessary and has diverse forms. Anthropology can and should be more focused on people and problems that directly interest them, as well as on pragmatic use of the research analysis. It should be done to such a degree, that it would shape public debates and shed light onto demanding social problems. One thing remains clear -if social scientists and anthropologists in particular won't engage more and contribute to the public discourse, there is no future for anthropology behind the walls of academia.
SE A RC H I N G "HOW TO T E L L A N D HOW TO L I ST E N "
Due to the fact, that anthropologists study humans and social relations, they are inevitably entangled in miscellaneous relations, ties and their own biases during their research. There is a mutual dependence between the positionality of the scientist and the way he/she approaches the fieldwork, as well as the output of his/her research practice (Elie, 2006; .
The papers in this issue of Slovak Ethnology introduce some of the ethical and methodological dilemmas anthropologists and ethnologists in Central Europe face today. First, there is reflexivity in relation to a researcher's own bio, which undoubtedly influences and shapes our fieldwork (see Vrzgulová in this issue). In her paper, Vrzgulová goes beyond obvious truistic remarks, digging deep into her own emotions, which influence her oral history research on the holocaust.
Second, there is reflexivity towards one's scientific field, which Kiliánová focuses on in her text. She looks closely at academia -at the institutions of ethnographic research, the scientific community, as well as at the relations among its members. She carefully examines the way the Ethnographic Institute of the Slovak Academy of Sciences -at a later time her own working place, which she also led as a director -was developed. Also, she focuses on the way its research practice was influenced by different power relations during communism. However, her findings do not only apply to social and political circumstances of that specific era. Scholars never work in a vacuum -besides responding to the current state of enquiry in a given academic community they always react "to certain social and political processes in the societies in which they live" (Kiliánová, in this issue). Kiliánová uncovers these ties while looking at the scholarly project on "Research of the Ukrainian Ethnic Group", 7 undertaken by the Ethnographic Institute in the 1950s. Through the detailed analysis of the archival data (scientific reports, correspondence among individual actors and other) she examines the relations between political power and scientific inquiry. Kiliánová looks back on the scholarly work as a specific kind of practice, as well as on its actors and their strategies and motivations. To put it simply -she is looking for the way how to tell the history of our field reflexively and critically (Tužinská, 2008; Podoba, 2005; Kiliánová, 2005) .
Third, reflexivity might be used as a principle of the methodological approach itself. In her paper, Jaroslava Panáková explores cultural representations through the analysis of the production of a visible "tourist reality" materialized in the photographs (made by locals, tourists and researcher herself). This way, she examines the way tourists enter and interact with the local culture, as well as how they appropriate their experience. At the same time, she focuses on the locals and the way they construct their own culture and the tourist experience itself. Finally, she takes herself into the consideration -the way she as a researcher perceives the environment and participates on the cultural interaction.
Perhaps it is reflexivity in particular that makes anthropology unique and gives it its specific purpose. As anthropologists, we endeavour to understand people and their living conditions through their perspective, to include a researcher's own viewpoint, and at the same time to put this perspective under scientific scrutiny.
W R I T I N G A S A M E T HOD OF I N QU I RY
We carry, share, analyse and scrutinize the knowledge we gain in the research mostly through our texts. Even the act of writing might be engaged, as an act of advocacy or act of innovation -via writing, we can make the invisible visible. As opposed to quantitative work that can possibly carry its meaning in tables and summaries, qualitative work "carries its meaning in its entire text" (Richardson, St. Pierre, 2005: 960) . Moreover, as we might add, the meaning is also constructed in the act of reading itself. Even though writing ethnography has changed a lot in the last decades, we are often expected to be writing in a certain genre, style and the most prevalent is the analytical way of writing (Wiesner, 2018: 336) . It is a realistic style where the researcher vanishes from the story, writing in the third person. Formally, it is a passive style, which many consider to be more valid, serious and "objective". With that being said, we suggest that specifically in anthropology a researcher's voice is important to hear. Presently, there are more and more anthropologists who use different styles and formats to describe the reflexive process of their research. They present their personal stories through text: their own experiences, thoughts, emotions, internal dilemmas or doubts... Also, they openly write about their vulnerability and challenges they face as researchers -individuals with a certain life story, social (and political) locality, who are not fully neutral. As researchers, we produce knowledge that is "an active process that requires scrutiny, reflection, and interrogation of the data, the researcher, the participants, and the context that they inhabit" (Guillemin, Gillam, 2004: 274) .
What shapes our positions, the choice of a specific topic and is it scientifically acceptable to be emotionally "touched" by our research subject/informants (partners in research)? We can probably all agree on a notion that we are influenced by the stories we hear and analyse. Therefore, we should reflect all dimensions of our positionality in writing and acknowledge in what way our own experience affects the topics we choose and explore. 8 In ourselves, we can see different "selves": the personal self, the researcher's self and his/her relations with people in the 'field' , the academic self that reflects the relation to other anthropologists in the "anthropological field", while all of the selves are processual and changing, situated and open-ended (Giabiconi, 2013) .
Monika Vrzgulová's paper in this issue deals with the emotions and the "grey zones" she encounters in her work. Her text is autoethnographic, 9 because she (as a researcher) shares her subjective impressions of two particular examples from her fieldwork and tries to understand the experience she has lived through. She explores "ethically important moments in doing research -the difficult, often subtle, and usually unpredictable situations that arise in the practice" (Guillemin, Gillam, 2004: 262) in regard to the method of oral-history interview. Monika Vrzgulová has been involved in holocaust research in Slovakia since the 1990's; she acknowledges the changes in her perceptions coming from the stories she has heard. For many of us, it definitely can be difficult to write in a reflective and personal way. To be able to uncover yourself as a researcher, you need to be sufficiently introspective about your feelings, motives or contradictions you experience (Ellis, Bochner, 2000) . In this sense, Vrzgulová's paper gets very personal and even therapeutic as she explores specific situations. Hence, the writing is becoming "an agent of self-discovery of self-creation" (Ellis, Bochner, 2000: 746) . Writing itself "serves as a particular 'method of inquiry' (which helps the ethnographers) to learn about themselves and their research topic" (Richardson, St. Pierre, 2005: 959) . A methodological paper written in such a personal way bears power and intimacy of the writer's voice (Ghodsee, 2016) . As readers, we perceive certain actions through the lens of the researcher herself. Also, this relates to a specific writing style, when the author contemplates ethical dilemmas and tensions she faced in her everyday research practice and tries to resolve them. 10 In this way, the reflexivity helps us to validate and consider the ethically important moments and it is taking us back to our own stories, ethics and reflexivity as a basis. The person as an ethnographer can become his or her own tool for the research within the ethnography -what he/she explores, can be researched thanks to his/her full engagement in the field and full participation (Wiesner, 2017: 196) .
To know our scientific world involves a critical awareness of both the larger political field from which ethnology emerged, and of the micro-practices and relations of power within and across the discipline. Therefore, it is important to openly discuss and deconstruct the ethnological/anthropological knowledge production.
A N T H ROP OL O G Y A S "SL OW S C I E N C E" ?
There is another quality, which seems to be quite specific for anthropological research (as well as for the projects presented in this issue). It is the length and thoroughness of anthropological fieldwork, providing the first-hand experience of the studied phenomena (Ingold, 2007) . Whether it is the study on neo-shamanism and its relation to dominant authoritative medical knowledge (as in the research of Tatiana Bužeková), or oral-historical research on holocaust victims (see the paper of Monika Vrzgulová), doing long-term research ensures rich data for analysis and provides the researcher with a specific insight into the studied phenomena.
Indeed, time is an important aspect of ethnographic research -to become part of the observed world, to carve out social relations, to soak in the culture and learn to act accordingly (Rivoal, Salazar, 2013) . When an anthropologist spends a longer time period doing the fieldwork, the interaction with his/her informants (or partners in the research) develops and deepens. Consequently, the character of the research practice (whether it is realized through interviews, participant observation or other research methods) is changed as well as the quality of the research data. The longer the staythe more profound is the understanding of the context and relations between different aspects of the studied phenomenon. We need time to unveil the "otherness", the unexpected, because ethnographic theory thrives on the principle of serendipity (Salazar, 2019) . Pek Van Andel defines serendipity as "the art of making an unsought finding" (Van Andel, 1994: 631) . It requires a sufficient background knowledge as well as good insight into the research field, an open mindedness, and good timing (Rivoal, Salazar, 2013: 178) . And despite ethnography having a changing tendency, serendipity, together with reflexivity and openness, might just be the crucial and essential characteristics (and strengths) of the ethnographic method (Rivoal, Salazar, 2013: 178) . Serendipitous research requires time to "observe, understand and ponder, as well as stretching time, if needed, to go back and forth between the traditionally separated periods of data gathering and analysis" (Rivoal, Salazar, 2013: 180) .
Sadly, as many scholars agree, the comprehensive and slow approach to science and knowledge production does not thrive in the current socio-political and economic context. The rapid and profit oriented ethos has induced undesired transformations in how academics in general have to work (Rivoal, Salazar, 2013: 180) . The possible solution is to find a necessary balance between these tendencies -try to be faster and more effective, but still remain substantive. Usually, such character of the research practice is necessary in applied anthropological cooperation with non-governmental organizations, municipalities, and the business sector or other.
According to Václav Soukup, the distinction between academic anthropology and applied anthropology is not based on the difference of the fieldwork methods, but it derives from different goals. For applied anthropologists, the motivation is to influence and manage social relations; not only to observe and interpret them, but to actively change them (Soukup, 2004: 203) . However, in applied projects researchers are often dependent on a tight time schedule. Because of this, also the research methods usually have to be altered and transformed to be used in specific circumstances of applied research. 11 Some might object that the essence of anthropology gets "lost in translation" this way. But different times call for different measures. 12 We cannot renounce the "fast" anthropological approach and banish anthropology to tranquillity in the "ivory tower" of academia, but we rather have to get methodologically creative and find new ways to acquire and use anthropological knowledge in an applied manner.
With everything that has been said, all of the papers in this issue are derived from long-time research -in Killiánová's case archival and in all the others in the research field. During the fieldwork, researchers had enough time to acquire rich research data, to create close but also well balanced relations with their informants and critically reflect on their own perceptions and emotions (and hence revaluate them). These particular research processes need serendipitous time -only rarely and with great difficulty can you dive into them in hast.
Monika Vrzgulová reflects her ethical boundaries and opens the question of her relations toward her informants -partners in research. She strongly disagrees with some of the ideas they express and feels discomfort. In her paper, she reflects on her inner fight with emotions -disillusion and bewilderment, because of not being able to rise above her own feelings. Only time allowed her to get a different perspective and critically reconsider her own positionality in the research.
Tatiana Bužeková has carried out her research for several years in Bratislava and observed the activities of neo-shamanic groups -urban shamans and their "circles". During her fieldwork, she has managed to gain trust and enter small private circles of people who gathered and practiced shamanism. In her paper, she focuses on the topic 11 Such as Setha Low's rapid ethnographic assessment procedures (REAP) used in anthropological research on public spaces (Low, Taplin, Scheld, 2002) , or applied methods used in design anthropological research (Richard, Gheerawo, 2011) . 12 After all, the situation is comparable to anthropologists conducting their research in the urban context.
Quite often, they also have to look for new approaches and research methods appropriate for their particular research situation. To give an example, in anthropological research on the home, you rarely can physically stay with your informants/partners in research to observe them for longer time periods. The solution might be in triangulation of research methods, while experimental and reflexive approaches are often used (G. Lutherová, 2014) .
of healing and explores legitimation of charismatic neo-shamanic healers in relation to biomedicine which is a dominant authoritative body of medical knowledge in European societies. Thanks to her observations and long time spent in the field, she was able to describe distinctive nuances in the rhetoric of two charismatic healers who come from different cultures and operate in various neo-shamanic groups in Slovakia. She examines representations constructed by non-biomedical healers and by their followers and in this way helps us to understand their reasoning. Jaroslava Panáková also based her findings on the data collected in long-term fieldwork. It was realised during multiple research visits to Russian Chukotka over the span of six years. In the field, she has conducted in-depth interviews, participant observations and also applied an experimental visual-anthropological method through analysing photographs. In her paper, she patiently puts the object of her research -the phenomenon of ethno-tourism -under detailed scrutiny. The act of positioning herself as a researcher under the examination is just one last necessary piece in the puzzle. In her analysis, Panáková focuses on photographs, which she does not take for the passively produced "mimetic images of the world". She rather perceives them as the traces of specific cultural experience and social relations, which have been realized through this experience. To discover and understand the connections between phenomena, the researcher needs time and -certainly -serendipity as well.
Gabriela Kiliánová knows the research environment that she analyses (the Institute of Ethnology of Slovak Academy of Sciences 13 ) by heart -in the later years she led it as a director. In the paper, she critically examines its past. This particular kind of reflection presupposes a deep knowledge of the processes and mechanisms of the research practice. On the side of researcher, it also requires scientific distance and immersion, which is -yet again -connected to time: Time to reflect and to (re)consider. In the end, anthropology might not be a slow science, but a thorough and nevertheless, a holistic one. That is the essence of anthropological inquiry.
C ON C LU SION
One of our Swedish colleagues once tried to describe to us the beauty and meaning of holistic research in anthropology. She drew a pencil sketch of a diamond and explained: "When you are doing research, you might look at the subject from different perspectives. Imagine that the phenomenon you are studying is a diamond. Now look at the diamond -you always see only some parts of it. But the more you turn it and look at it from different angles, the more you understand it. However, you always understand only some aspects of it and the way they relate to one another. " Such is the character of anthropological research. Although presently we live in fast times and we certainly have to accommodate, we should aim to stay thorough, critical as well as become more socially relevant.
The area of anthropological and ethnological research in Central Europe is quite wide: not only in terms of the research topics, but also in relation to methodology and research methods. However, what anthropologists have in common is the need to understand the social world around them, to counter the "objective truths", perspectives and discourses of the dominant knowledge. In relation to this, there often arises the need to confront internal as well as external constraints and boundaries of their scientific endeavours. For individual scholars, the ways to overcome them differ -may it be reflexivity, use of experimental methods 14 or other...
In this editorial, we have tried to define the uniqueness of anthropology and the way its current development reflects in the papers in this issue of Slovenský národopis/Slovak Ethnology. At the same time, we have asked ourselves, how do we as anthropologists/ethnologists approach the public, how do we search for a way to present the results of our research and if the research we conduct is still anthropologically "juicy". After all, what all presented texts have in common is the essence of good ethnography, which reflects, doubts, discusses, compares and deconstructs. As one of the great popularisers of our field Thomas H. Eriksen once characterized: "Our strength lies in producing knowledge about phenomena that cannot easily be counted or measured; anthropologists have to make an effort to show the relevance of their irrelevant knowledge. Equally, if nobody understands what we are saying, that is not an indication of profundity but of poor language skills and muddled thought" (Eriksen, 2016: 35) .
